ACCEPTING OR REJECTING LITURGICAL RULES IN 
THE ECUMENICAL PATRIARCHATE OF 
CONSTANTINOPLE IN THE 187! CENTURY 


Attempts at Notational Reform: The case of Agapios 
Paliermos and Jacob the Protopsaltes* 


Lecturer Ph. D. FLORA KRITIKOU 
National and Kapodistrian University of Athens 


Flora KRITIKOU is born in Athens. Ph.D. in Byzantine 
Musicology (Music Department, National and Kapodistrian 
University of Athens, 2001) and in Musical Medieval 
Paleography (Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes IV, Sorbonne, 
2004). Since 2008 she is Lecturer in Byzantine Musicology in 
the Music Department of the National and Kapodistrian 
University of Athens. In 2003 she undertook the task of 
recording and cataloguing the Byzantine musical 
manuscripts of the Library of the Sinai Monastery, having 
being appointed responsible for this section of the Archive of 
Sinai Monuments. In 2010 she also undertook the recording of 
e the Byzantine musical manuscripts of the Library of the 
Patriarchate of Jerusalem. She has participated in many international musicological 
conferences. Her research activity focuses on the areas of the Byzantine musical paleography 
and history and the indexing and recording of the sources of the Byzantine chant. 


PA. 


ABSTRACT 


The Byzantine musical notation and its right performance have been discussed already 
during the second half of the 15* century. Chrysanthos of Madytos refers to the says of 
Ioannes Trapezountios, who in the mid-18 century supported that the long musical 
teaching made it complicated and that it was indispensable to have a notational system 
easier and simpler. Some years after the death of Petros Peloponesios, at the end of the 18% 
century, Agapios Paliermos, after having spent several years in Europe where he was 
studying the Western music, presented two notational methods, the first one based on the 
staff notation and the second one alphabetical. However, the reactions against Agapios' staff 


* This text was initially a scientific paper to the International Medieval Congress of the Leeds 
University (2012). 
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system - mainly came from Iakovos protopsaltes - have not permitted its essential adoption. 
Iakovos protopsaltes has been the major obstacle to the application of his system. 
According to Chrysanthos of Madytos' testimony two facts are referred as the impediments: 
a. lakovos has never been persuaded that the Byzantine notation had to be changed 
and b. his ironical and satirical behavior towards Agapios, his person and his teaching 
method frustrated the creator of the new notational system. Agapios' attempt does not have 
to be considered as a self-centered movement in order to discredit and eliminate the 
traditional Byzantine notational system and to impose his own method. His attempts on 
notational reform have not been fruitful because they have been really radical, while, 
on the contrary, the new analytical method, which has finally been chosen, was a bright 
system with several elements of the staff notation occurring beneath the Byzantine signs. 
Nevertheless, Agapios' notational systems, clearly turned towards the Western notation and 
the Ancient Greek music, have been the beginning of sequence of analogous attempts of the 
19% century, such as the notational system of Georgios Lesvios, the alphabetical systems of 
Bucharest and the one of Paisios of the Monastery of Xeropotamos, or the attempts to 
harmonize the Byzantine chant and, clearly, the whole „musical issue" of the beginning of 
the 20" century. 
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The Byzantine musical notation and its right performance were 
already discussed during the second half of the 15* century, according to 
the testimony of Manuel Chrysaphes. Indeed, he notes in the Preface of his 
treatise: ,thus, the science of chanting does not consist only of parallage as 
some of the present generation imagine but includes many other methods 
[...]. If someone were to say, “I have composed a melody which does not 
lack notes — not a single note is missing which ought to be there — and it is 
really correct and sound in its use of parallage so that nothing is absent nor 
any other element needed for perfection', we must consider that such a 
person thinks and speaks wrongly and he has deviated from the correct 
principles of the science. [...] For, if he were right, as in his ignorance he 
would probably claim to be, there would have been no need for Ioannes 
Glykys to have composed methods for the theseis in chanting and after him 
for the maistor Ioannes to have composed another method and the chanted 
signs, and after him for Korones to have composed the other two methods 
of the kratemata and the other for the stichera"*?. From this testimony, 


67 D. Conomos (ed.), The Treatise of Manuel Chrysaphes, the Lampadarios, Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae, 
Corpus Scriptorum de re Musica I, Wien 1985, 38-41. See also, Chrysanthos of Madytos, Oewpntixov 
Méya thc Movotkne, Trieste 1832, XLVI, 69: „Emi xv xoóvov MavovnA tov XovoódQov 
&v£oávnoav óib&oxaAot ts Movotknhs, Aéyovaec, ótt ovviotatat TO nåv THS Movotkr]s eic thv 
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but also from the following teaching about the theseis, it can be testified 
that already during the period of action of Manuel Chrysaphes, 
the stenographic character of the notation and the long content of the 
musical formulas began to be obscure and the metrophonic dimension of 
the compositions began to be displayed by some who ,held certain 
erroneous views about it”. 

At the end of the 15 and the beginning of the 16 century, 
another composer, Akakios Chalkeopoulos from Crete appeared. 
His autograph manuscript, conserved in the National Library of Greece 
under the number 917, dated around 1500 according to the watermarks”. 
contains an Anastasimatarion, several chants from  Sticherarion and 
Eirmologion, a short Anthology and among others a particular treatise, 
which consists, probably, the first attempt of analysis — and perhaps 
transcription — of the Byzantine notation. The term  ,exegeses", 
,theseis olographes" and ,aporroes exegemenes" appeared in the treatise 
of Akakios Chalkeopoulos for the first time in the Byzantine musical 
terminology. Much more interesting, although obscure, is the following 
note on the f. 15r of his manuscript: „Because some of the teachers of the 
Music Science said about my shapes that when I will be dead the shapes 
will be preserved by my students, because they know and perform them; 
but when my students will be dead the shapes will be motionless and 
inactive, because nobody from the teachers knows how to perform them. 
So, now in my last years I changed my mind and I transformed the shapes 
in the text; and the text asks for the shape"? However, although this last 


Meteodwviav: xai ÓTI TA TEQL THV ÚTOOTÁOEWV xai Décewv Aeyópueva TAV TEQITTA: rtoóc oóc 
&vudbpeoónevoc Ó Xovoádor ovvéyeaipe TO negi Movotkhs &yxeipíólóv tov: TO ónoiov ðèv 
davegdover GAAO, TAQGA àvaokevýv TIVA cv TOLOUTWVY cdoovnuátov, xai EKOECLV TV 
XAQAKTHEWV xai vv Oéoeov, kal OKOTELVTV tiva ðaoápnov x&v o0oocov. Oc TÓTOV ËÍKTOTE 
TLAQELELVEV r didats ThS uevoocovíac Ews eic NMAC: [...]". 

68 Emmanouil Giannopoulos, H AvOnon thc WaAtikns Téxvnc atnv Kpýtn (1669), Institute of 
Byzantine Musicology, Studies 11, Athens 2004, 80-88. Gr. Th. Stathes, Lvpmtdo.ov nepi BuCavtivyc 
Movoikne kat ‘Aetvai 0éceic' kat ‘e€nynotc’, “OeoAoyia MT", 1982, 749-782. 

© Manouil Chatzegiakoumes, Xeipoypada ExxAnotaotixncg Movoixnc (1453-1820), Athens 1980, 
113-114. 

70 EBE 917, f. 15r: , Erteiór] trvéc Õáokador tòv (sic) THS povos ETLOTH NS ðmyńoavto negi tcv 
Oxnuátuv pou, óu ATMdvTOS KauoD AKakiov XaAxeómovAou xai Oavóvtos OÓiuXpévovot TA 
Oxnuarta eic TOVS panic uov: SLOTL TA YLVWOKOVOL kal PaAAOVTAL ATIODAVEVTWV dË kal TOV 
HaOntwv uov, SLALEVOVOL TA OXNUATA ÁkÍVNTA kat avevéoynta. AtÓTL Odes TOV óiDaoKxáAcv 
yiv@oket va ta Warn. Nr|v (sic) dé £uexaqieArjOrka £v tois VOTEQOIC HOV Kal ETOEPA TA OXHUATA 
gig TO KEIUEVOV: xai TO ke(pevov Cei TO oxrjua. Kai dotic dWdoKaAOG AvantHot (sic) kal 
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note means a kind of notational analysis, it remains obscure, 
especially relating to the terms ,,shapes” and ,text". The abovementioned 
testimony becomes more interesting — or challenging - if it is related to a 
following koinonikon composition and its title supposing a kind of 
arrangement: ,,the same koinonikon composition named voulgara, renamed 
Frankish by the compositor of the shapes. It is organikon (instrumental) and 
its music is unified with the tenor; the first and great performer has to 
chant it alone without others, and he has to perform the part of the tenor 
also alone when it is appropriate, so, he has to leave the text and move to 
the tenor part, and again to leave the tenor part and go to the text; it is true 
that if someone can perform it without mistake he is a great performer””!. 
This title at least implies a different musical education, as the term 
,Frankish" indicates, but also the instructions for the performance of the 
chant indicate a distinguished musical practice”. Apparently, these two 
testimonies have not been necessarily related to each other; nevertheless, 
if their significance is connected, Akakios probably could be considered as 
the first of a group of musical writers who suggest a more or less Western 
type of analysis of the notation, with a „transformation of the shapes", i.e., 
the theseis, to ,,text", i.e., in a form much more simple. This however is a 
matter that would require independent inquiry. 

During the 16" century, another notational attempt followed, this 
time with a clear direction towards the western musical notation. 
Ieronymos Tragodistes, a Cypriot musician, whose action is dated between 
1520 and 1560, after his staying in Italy and his learning period with the 
known teacher of music Gioseffo Zarlino^?, has written in about 1556/7 a 


BovAetat WaAAew TO xe(uevov Aéyei TA TAVITA AOhAAWS, WoTEQ WaAAETAL xai TO épóv 
OTLXEQAQLOV: Kal OUTS dLAAQUBAVETAL”. 

71 EBE 917 f. 148v: „TÓ avto kowwvikòv 1] BovAyóáoa ueætóvopaoðeioa ooéyyuov TAA TOV 
TIOLOÜVTOG TA OXNMATA. "Eottv dé kal OQYAVLKOV xai čxov TO uéAoc íðiov lvciévov (sic) pë TO 
TEVOQE, VA TO PAAAN Ó TIEWTOS Kai uéyac TEXVNTNS (Sic) uóvoc xov ó(xoc ovvtoooía- xai HÓVOG 
TOV VA Kápvr] Kal TO TEVOQE EIG TOV TOTOV Órtob TO CTA (sic) ýyovv và adv TO xe(uevov Kal 
và xé&pvr] TO TEVORE, Kal TAAN (sic) vadryvn (sic) TO TEVÓGE VÁQXETE (sic) oxó KEIHEVOV: BANDAS 
éxel rtávv THY ÁkLíPnav (sic) óoxic PEEN TEXVNTNS va uToeéot (sic) và TO Wá, ðíxos (sic) 
opaAua”’. Gr. Stathis, ““AutAovv péAoc’. Mia magoovoíaor cv megittwoewv ‘AativuKns 
Movotkns’ ota xeiupóyoada BuCavuvrjc Movouns”, vol. Tin ripóc tov d16doKado, Athens 2000, 
pp. 665-666. 

72 See also, E. Giannopoulos, Av@non 85-86. 

75 C. V. Palisca, ,Zarlino Gioseffo", The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians 20 (1980), 646-649. 
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theoretical treatise". The whole essay consists of an obvious effort to totally 
reform the notation, with adoption of the staff notation and perhaps also of 
western polyphony. Although older scientists have suggested that this 
treatise could help towards the understanding of the Byzantine notation 
and its supposed diatonic character, probably because of the assignment of 
the two notational systems, related evidence has not been produced”. 
Ieronymos has chosen the Byzantine theoretical structure in order to be 
followed by the Byzantine specialists, to whom he wanted it to be 
addressed. However, this did not happen, surely because these specialists 
have not been ready for such a radical change and, also, because the 
treatise of leronymos has not been edited, as he wished according to the 
letter in the preface, in which the writer seems to dedicate his work to an 
anonymous Cardinal demanding financial support for his edition”. 
In the same dedicative letter, one can distinguish the reasons that led 
Ieronymos to such a radical proposition. He clearly says that from his 
childhood he had followed the teaching of the older compositors and 
teachers, but he concluded that his contemporaries did not know the 
performance of the signs or the content of the theseis, although they used 
them, because of their negligence. They also lost happiness because of the 
same reason and the only way to re-find it is to chant to God. He also says 
that he was moved, apparently to invent another notational system, by 
pious thought and divine motivation. He finally proposes to apply another 


"About the person and the life of leronymos Tragodistes, see Stathis, Oi Avaypauguaticuol xai ti 
Maénuata thc BuCavtiwwnc MeAonoiíac, Institute of Byzantine Musicology, Studies 3, Athens 1977, 
131; by the same author, „Tà xewóyoaoa xai ú BuCavtivoowattuxr]| uovotur] raoáóoor. 
YXvupoAr| ovr|v. iotooía TNS BuGaviwric Movouric", Vol. Tin mpoc tov ói0áokaAo ..., Athens 
2001, 461-466; O. Strunk, „A Cypriote in Venice", Natalicia Musicologica Knud Jeppesen Ano 
MCMLXII Collegis oblata, 101-113; N. Panayiotakes, „Griechische Musiker im Deutschland des 16. 
Jahrhunderts", H. Eideneier (ed.), Graeca recentiora in Germania. Deutsch-griechische Kulturbeziehunger 
vom 15. bis zum 19. Jahrhndert [Wolfenbutteler Forschungen 59], Wiesbaden 1994, 137-147; P. 
Agapetos, ,leocvuuoc Toaycwówrjc ó Kórgroc: évag yeadéacg xai povouóc ts "OWNS 
Avayévvronc", H EAAnvikn ypa cata tovc 150 Kat 160 aiwvec, Athens 2000, 283-300; D. 
Balageorgos, ,Avayeady  véov otoixeiwy Kai pagtugi@v and tmv A dáóor 
KATAAODYOYEAPTOEWS TWV OWalTIKOV HOVOLK@V xeuovyo&dpov", Hapvaooóc N' 2008, 183-198. See 
also the critical edition of Ieronymos’ theoretical treatise IlIepi Xpeíac povorkns yparkav 
xapakthpwv, B. Schartau (ed.), Hieronymos Tragodistes. Uber das Erfordernis von Schriftzeichen fur die 
Musik der Griechen, Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae, Corpus Scriptorum de re Musica III, 
Wien 1990. 

75 Strunk, „A Cypriote" 102; Panayiotakes, „Griechische Musiker" 146. Gr. Th. Stathes, „H nada 
Pucavtivi enueioyoadía kal TO TEOBANUA LETaAyEadhNs tnc eis TO nevtráyoaupov”, BuCavtiva 7 
(1975), 193-220; idem, Avaypappatiopol 56. 

76 B. Schartau, Hieronymos, pp. 34-38. Agapetos, ,,lega@vupoc” 291. 
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notation using almost all the old signs and some others that he has 
invented”. It is clear that Ieronymos had to confront to the following 
problem: because of the stenographic character of the notation, 
the musicians of his time ignored the content of the musical formulas and 
even the right performance of the phonetic signs, which led to a wrong 
performance of the chants. Consequently, Akakios and Ieronymos, in two 
different areas under Venetian occupation, Crete and Cyprus, almost 
during the same period, have to face the same problem: the specific 
Byzantine stenographic notation has begun to be obscure and forgotten, 
a fact leading to the wrong music performance. 

In the time in-between Ieronymos Tragodistes and Balases the 
priest, it seems that there are no other attempts at notational reform, either 
towards a simplification of the Byzantine notation or towards an 
adaptation of the Western system. Balases the priest and his followers, 
pointing toward the right performance of the chant through the 
appropriate use of the notation, tried to write in a more analytical way, or 
to transcribe some of the compositions. Chrysanthos of Madytos refers to 
the words of Ioannes Trapezountios, who in the mid-18^ century 
supported that the long musical teaching made things complicated and that 
it was indispensable to have a notational system which was easier and 
simpler. loannes Trapezountios was the first compositor who used a 


77 B. Schartau, Hieronymos, pp. 34-38: , Tooxoic [tois rtaAauotc diacKdAotc] Eywye Totvvv naðóðev 
Kat’ lxvoc érópuevoc, tr|v obav dË TAQ’ ruv rjokrkoc LOVOLKTY ETtLOTIUNV oux t&v évvavOot 
XAQAKTHEWV, TA TE KAT aVTNV EUTLIMTOVTA DEAOALEVOS ATONA, unNTOLYE oux THY xiv TIQOTEQOV 
èv avtiv &péAeuwxv OVOTHOAVTWV (kal yàg AUTOL HEV, WS noobonuev, TV ua tot TOIS 
Ao paðrnuao, xai TAaÚTNV xaAcc CVOTHOAEVOL ueOoóucoc OUVETAEAVTO), dð dë yov 
TV t&v Ka’ nuás TE kal MEO LLKQOD TOD kað’ nuás TIvwv xoóvov, &AÀcv GAAWS ye 
xoncapévov avr, unt’ oAtyou TNV vow eiddtwv, unt’ ó£eíac, Unt’ AQYoU 1 yoeyov rj óAcc 
TLVOSG t&v ETUOITWV onueíov, KAITOL TOÚTOIG AVTOIC ATAVTWV XOWHEVWV: [f]]|v ovx oio' órtvc 
cvv áua Tao AAO naOrjuaoí te xai Evdatoviag AéEATIWG ATIOAWAEKELLEV (AUAQTAOLW oipo 
TAIS NuEtéQaic), cov àrtoAeAavkóxec HEXEL TOAAOL, tavův ÚaTECOÚLEVOL SiaAKEiLEOA Távtuv: 
XaAETIÓV TE vouícac civar Kal t&v &yav éETAXDEOTATWV, x&v ei ur] TAUTNV AvaKktnow"EOa, tv’ 
ÖTWG uè TO Oeiov (ws éooé0n) SOEOAOYHTAL Akatanavotws, undi puc Ò cc àv el ts oinOetr 
YALXOLEVOG, TOV TI LEV OVTWV, TH] 62 ovk óvxov, UAAAOV © OVO’ óAws (ei DELLITOV cinetv) OVTWV 
óó&nc, Vela Twi Ð Emtvoia Kat CHAW, TEdS TADO’ courjOrv, TOD KATA thv TECTVOTHOAVTWV 
avTnV TAVTNV (Wo éycouo tv eTLOTHUNV vvoprv, óuxoO0ccac0aí TE xai cc EITEIV 
àvaAsüpaoO0au Kai ToUTWV ÁTáVTWØV Éoxatov eEKTUTWOADVAL TAUTHV, Ei ðvvartóv. [...] 
'E£eíoyaoxat yáo LoL TO vov OŬŰŬTWG EXOV: Á TE t&v TOALLADEOTATWV NETEQWV TIQOYOVWV TE 
áua kai ddacKkdAwv (oic nÀeiotnv olda rct THY XAQLV) ovom) ETNVMEDWTAL tois opõv 
AVTWV LEV TLACL oxeóóv xocpévo orngeí(oic (OV yáo por kadòv Edo&ev civar óAcc THY AO0rvav 
uetakivetv TOD Deiðiov): TANV OAtywv Trooteðeiptvuv TIV@V, THS TOUTWV dLavoias 
TACWEHNUËVW ovvreOeuévov". 
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simpler version of the Byzantine notation, being the father of the exegeses, 
i.e. notational analysis”. This analytical version of the notation was initially 
imitated and later developed by Petros Peloponnesios who „almost arrived 
to transform the musical signs from symbols to letters". 

Some years after the death of Petros Peloponesios, at the end of the 
18 century, Agapios Paliermos, after having spent several years in Europe 
- probably in Livorno of Italy - where he was studying the Western music 
in order to come back to ,enlighten" the other Greeks, arrived in 
Constantinople and appeared to Patriarch cGregorios*.. He then exposed 
the disadvantages of the Byzantine notation, in all probability putting 
forward its stenographic character and the instruction's complexity. 
Apparently, his notational method was based on the staff notation, 
however, as it was also noticed without the , deficiencies" of the Western 
notation. One could conclude that Agapios made a kind of adaptation of 
the western system to the Byzantine needs. Unfortunately, there is no copy 
of his first system or pieces transcribed, and the study of his system is not 
possible. The result of his presentation to the Patriarch was that the 
Patriarch was persuaded and he decided that Agapios' notational system 
had to be taught, and that the chanters of the Patriarchate were obliged to 
learn and use it. 


78 Chrysanthos of Madytos, Oewpntixov, XLVIII-XLIX, 75: ,értoerte và ONKWOT ATÒ TA roujuaá cov 
&k£ívr) 1] Ota TO rtoAvXoóviov óvoxoAí(a TIS DLBAEEWS xai yetaðóocws THC VaApóíac [...] kal và 
cvoetrerj ovoTHUA XacakTNCcwv aTAovOTEQOV, uEDOOdIKWOTECOV Kal oxotxeuooec, dU OD và eivat 
dvVATOV và YEaAMNTAL KAGE cidos ueAcóíac, xai và LETAdIBETAL ATIAQACGAAEUTWE. "OO0ev £v ETEL 
apvot', 6tav LTO tov PUopovoov KugiAAov, ta ts Tlatewoexetacs tote dúðúvovtos TmdáAtra, 
TOECETEATN ET &Tupovns ó lTwávvns eic THY OUVVOECWW t&v naoanvoagiwv, TOAVEAEWV, 
dOECAOYLWV KAL KOLVWVLK@V KTA, LETEXELIQIDBN TEdTIOV TOV yoádoer, doTIC civar dIÁPOCOS TOU 
TLAAGLOV, kal kAtvet eic TO EENYNUATUKOV, kal éoxáOr| AUTOS T oita TOD EENYNHMATLKOD TEdTIOD, 
Ôv LETEXELOLDON ó UAONTIs axo Hæteos” 

7? Chrysanthos, Qewpntixdv XLIX-L, 76-77: ,oxeóov éoOaotv eic TO và Pæon TOÙG HoVOIKOUS 
XAQAKTHEAS ATO ovufóAov eic yoáuuata”. 

8 Chrysanthos, Oewpntixov LI, 78, note a: „Oùtos meou]AO0e vv Evcwrnv éerutavtov, dia và 
diðaxOn Tv uovaunv x&v Evewraiwv évteAwc: čnerta va EAON eic THY 'EAAÓóa, và wpedńon 
tovs ÓOYEVETS TOV KATA TOUTO. "OO0ev Ah’ ob EvedevauWON AEKETA eic TNV eigruévr]v povoucńv, 
HAGE cis TO Aytov “Ogos: ur] xeAeocoorjoac dé éxei, érd]yev eic THY Ebeoov: ATOTLXWV DË Kal 
&kEI, NAVE eic KovoxavuvobroAv [...]". 

81 About the person and the life of Agapios Paliermos, see, Chrysanthos, Oecpmuxóv L-LII; 
Papadopoulos, ZvupoAaí 316 and note 1101; Gr. Stathis, «Etoaywyr. H BuGavuwvi| Unewoyeadia 
xat AL yevópuevau LETAyEAhAL TNS», in Au vvoíou A. Vagurvov, 183 ExkArotaoxikoí Ypvotr eic 
Bvlavtivýv xat Evpomaikrjv Hapaoruavairv, devua Bvčavtvýs MovoucoAoyíac, Aðnva 2004, 
ouy -Qud'; G. Plemmenos, To uovotkó toptpéto tov NeoeAAmnvikoó Atapwticpov, Athens 2003, 69- 
102 
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Firstly, the fact that the Patriarch accepted Agapios’ radical system 
is really impressive and could be explained by two factors: a. firstly, 
the complexity and difficulty of the Byzantine notation has been a fact 
accepted by the compositors and, consequently, known by the Patriarch. 
As the known attempts at a notational analysis or simplification of the 
notation already began in the 17 century, we could suppose that the 
problem was evident at the end of the 18" century. b. Secondly, as the ideas 
and the concepts of the Enlightenment influenced the thought of the 
scholars, they believed that Greeks would reveal their national identity 
through a turn towards the Ancient Greek Culture and towards the West?. 
The same reason led a little later to the choice of the notational reform of 
the Three Teachers, known as New Method of Byzantine Notation, and to 
the rejection of the notational attempt of Apostolos Konstas, which has 
been more traditional and directly related to the old stenographic notation. 
One more time in this case a notational system with several Western 
elements, as the syllabic parallege, covered under Byzantine signs was 
chosen. 

Agapios’ attempt on notational reform was the result of the 
analogous movements that had begun almost three centuries earlier and its 
reason was the complexity and the stenographic character of the Byzantine 
notation, to which many persons could not confront, and consequently they 
began to forget the right performance of the signs and the stenographic 
musical formulas. 

However, the reactions against Agapios' staff system — which 
mainly came from lakovos protopsaltes — did not permit its essential 
adoption. Blamed by the failure of his method, but also his attempt on 
notational reform, Agapios left Constantinople and, probably, went to a 
European city in order to study Western music further. He had to work 
more on his system and perhaps invent another more appropriate one, 


82 About the Greek Enlightenment see, P. Kitromelides, NeoeAAqvixóc Atadwtiopudc, Athens 2000; 
idem, The Enlightenment as Social Criticism, Princeton 1992; K. Th. Dimaras, NeoeAAÀmvikóc 
Atadwrttopoc, Athens 2007; A. Tampake, Hepi NeoeAAnvixov Aiapwtiouov. Peóuaca i0eov Kat 
óíavAot eraxowcovíac ue Tn óviikr] oxéwyr, Athens 2004. 

8 About that see, K. Romanou, „H uetagoúð pon tov 1814", MovoixoAoyía 1 (1985), 7-22; Plemmenos, 
To uovotxó noptpéto 165-194; idem, "The active listener: Greek attitudes towards music listening in 
the Age of Enlightenment", British Journal of Ethnomusicology 6 (1997), 51-63; F. Kritikou, 
"OecQrukéc ovyyoadéc BuCavuvric Movoucts tov IO' at. kou NeoeAArnvucóc Atadwrttopdc”, A’ 
Eruotrjuovikó Xvuntóoto tng NeoeAÀmvikric ExxAnowaotixys Téxvnc. Ipaktiká, Athens 2009, 641- 
652. 
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apparently persuaded that the failure has been caused by some weaknesses 
of his method. Until 1815, the year of his death in Bucharest, he went back 
to Constantinople twice, suggesting another notational system, this time 
based on the Greek alphabet, an attempt which was not successful®. 
Besides, it is impressive that Agapios' alphabetical system, although 
not used in Constantinople, was supported in Europe and a Doxology 
written according to his notational system was printed in Vienna in 1813 by 
Leopold Ground' Printing House*. On the first page of the edition it is 
written: ,Doxology in third mode composed by Agapios Paliermos from 
the island of Chios according to the newly invented Greek tones". 
Respectively, the title of the composition is: ,Doxology in third mode 
composed by Agapios Paliermos and characterized [written] according to 
the diagram of his own system”. It is evident that Agapios, after his initial 
turn towards the Western staff notation, tried a second turn towards the 
other center of interest of the Ideas of the Enlightenment, the Ancient Greek 
culture, and he invented a notational system based on the Greek alphabet. 
This is also testified by the phrase ,,Greek tones" used on the first page, 
but also by the use of the word ,tropos" instead of the term ,echos". 
According to Agapios' alphabetical system the composition is divided in 
meters. This composition starts with the letter M, probably used as a kind 
of key or the initial note; mainly the consonants of the Greek alphabet were 
used, replacing the phonetic signs of the Byzantine notation, other letters 
(usually the letter 5) in a smaller dimension is used probably indicating 
quality signs or generally a different expression, one, two or three lines 
underline some of the letters, probably as an indication of the time and the 
score is completed by points and commas. Agapios' two notational systems 
resolve the two essential problems of the Byzantine notation: first, 
its stenographic character does not exist anymore and, second, the inability 


** Chrysanthos, Oewpntixov LI, note a.: ,amotvxwv dé, uexépaAe TO ovounua, xai óxav HAGE TO 
dEVTEQOV Kal TO TEITOV eic KwvotavTtivoúTroAw, uexexeiptCexvo TO AAbápnTtov”. 

85 See Gr. Stathis, , Ewerycyrj" ọuð'. A photo of the title page and the first page of a Doxology have 
been provided to me by the colleague and friend Achilleas Chaldeakes. I have to thank him also 
from here. 

86 See the title page: , AOSOAOTIA TPITOY TPOIIOY ZYNTEOEIXZA YIIO TOY MOYXIKOAOTIOTATOY KYPIOY 
ATATIOY IIAATEPMOY TOY XIOY KATA TOYS YII AYTOY NEQXTI EIINOHOENTAX EAAHNIKOYX 
TONOYZ". See also the title of the composition in the first page as following: “AOZOAOTIA EIX TPITON 
TPOIION ovvte8eioa nagà TOD povouoAoyuwotárvou KUeiov Ayamíou IlaAiéouou Xíou, Kai 
xaoaxtrjoiOeioa KATA TO SLXVEALUA TOD idiov ovotr]uacoc". 
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of the phonetic signs to indicate the same pitch has been precluded, 
as each letter indicates a stable pitch. 

As it is mentioned above, the person most against the adoption of 
Agapios Paliermos’ notational system was Iakovos Protopsaltes, one of the 
more conservative individuals of his time and a real guardian of the 
traditional Byzantine notational system and generally of chant*. 
Iakovos Protopsaltes has been the major obstacle to the application of his 
system. According to Chrysanthos of Madytos’ testimony, two facts are 
mentioned as impediments: a. Iakovos was never persuaded that the 
Byzantine notation had to be changed and b. his ironical and satirical 
behavior towards Agapios, his personality and his teaching method, 
frustrated the creator of the new notational system**. This last notice of 
Chrysanthos creates a number of questions firstly about Agapios’ teaching 
approach, which was inappropriate and perhaps middling, but mainly 
about his accent. We could only imagine the strength of Iakovos' reactions, 
which arrived to barrier the application of the patriarchal decision and led 
to the departure of Agapios. It was really unfortunate for Agapios that his 
attempt on notational reform coincided with the period when the first 
chanter of the Patriarchate was Iakovos, who ,,was keeping the tradition, 
following the traces of his teachers and he has not content with the 
innovations”. Thus, „he strongly fought Agapios’ reforming attempt and 
his European notation”. In the general innovative atmosphere of the 
18^ century Iakovos was known as an extremely traditional personality. 
His very known composition, the Doxastarion, is composed with analytical, 
simple and sticheraric theseis, as it is usually noted in the title, in order to 
compose a shorter chant, using all the old sticheraric theseis and the new 


87 About his person and his life see, Chrysanthos, Qewpntixdv LI-LII; Papadopoulos, ZvufoAaí 
315-316; Gr. Th. Stathes, , laxwBoc tewtopdaAtns o BuCavttog (+23 AnouUiov 1800)", Eruotruovikr 
Enetnpic tov IIaveruotguíov AOnvav, Tuntiróv AQiépopua etc EváyyeAov A. Oeodwpov, AB' 
(1997), 317-334; Ch. G. Patrinelis, "EvpufoAaí etc xrjv Ioxooíav tov Oucovpevucov Tateaexeiov. 
A' TlowtopaAtar Aapnaóóont Kat dopgotucot trc MeyáAnc ExkAnoíac (1453-1821)”, 
Mvnpoovvn 2 (1968-69), 64-93; Chatzeyiakoumes, XeipóypadQa 49 and 97 notes 269-272; idem, 
Movotká Xetpoypada Tovpxoxpatiac (1453-1832), Athens 1975, 299-302. 

88 Chrysanthos, Oewpntixov LII, 78: „Aià TÓ akatameotov 6uws tov HewtopaAtov Takwopov, Kat 
dla TAS EIQWVEÍAG TOV TIQOS TI]V TEOHOEAV xai TOV TEdTIOV d1daEEWS vob Ayartiou, dév Eyrve 
KAQTTÓG”. 

9 Chrysanthos, Oewpntixov LL 78: „O ðë dráðoxos tod AavujA Tákwpos ó HewtowáATtns, 
ÁkeEiPws Hváttuøv xà naoaócóouéva, toic (xveow. ELLLLOVWG Baívov ov ððaokáiwv TOD, 
dév Exargev TÓOOV EIG VEWTEQIO ioc". 

9? Papadopoulos, ZvupoAaí 315-316 note 1101. 
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ones”. [akovos' persistence to the tradition is indicated from this notice but 
also from his whole compositional practice. It is also evident that he derives 
his material from older compositional models according to the ancient 
practice of the imitation of the older compositors. This impressive 
compositor has been charged to point out the weaknesses of Agapios 
Paliermos’ notational system and the inappropriate use of the staff notation 
for the Byzantine music. Apparently, Iakovos persuaded Agapios that his 
system was unfavorable for the writing and the teaching of the Byzantine 
chant and that perhaps he himself did not have the necessary knowledge to 
assign the truth of the wise observations of Iakovos protopsaltes, who has 
been a man of education and musical experience, and he decided to go to 
Europe in order to learn more about the European music”. 

Agapios' attempt does not have to be considered as a self-centered 
movement in order to discredit and eliminate the traditional Byzantine 
notational system and to impose his own method. Chrysanthos refers to the 
fact that Agapios initially appeared to the Patriarch asking to correct the 
existing notational system, explaining the reasons which led to this 
attempt, or to invent another new system, or to keep Agapios' system and 
to transcribe all the Byzantine compositions according to it?. In other 
words he proposed to correct all the , faults" of the Byzantine notation, 
but firstly to explain the reasons leading to that, in order to not consider the 
correction as an arbitrary movement. As a second resolution, he proposed 
the adoption of another notational system, either his own system or 
another. The fact that he proposed the adoption of another system and not 
necessary his own system points out that he was acting in order to conserve 
the musical tradition through an easier notational system. The same 
intention is indicated by the fact that he considered the transcription of the 


?! See for instance the introductory note in the manuscript 52/200 (f. 1r) of K. A. Psachos Library, 
Doxastarion of Iakovos protopsaltes written by Anastasios Prikonessios round the end of the 
18^ century: ,Aogactika cv deoTOTLKWV Kai Osournrtoou«ov ~DQTMV kal TwV Aorutv 
£ogxaCouévov &yícv Kai tiva ióiXópieAa TOU Tewdiov Kai Hevtnkootagiov ovvxeOÉvxa. KATA 
OVVTOUWMTEQOV TEOTIOV, ÈK DEGEWV OTIYNCAV TE Kal EIQUOADYLKMV NAQA TOD TEWTOWAATOV TNS 
tov Xo.otov MeyáAns ExxAnoíac xvo Takwpou”. 

9? Papadopoulos, XvufoAaí 316, note 1101. 

3 Chrysanthos, Oewpntikov LI: „ [...] và 6100060001 TO "EkKANnowotiKOV oVOTHUA, dóvTEG TOS 
TEETIOVTAS Aóyovc, Å và EHEVEWOL AAAO VEWTEQLOV, T| VA KEATHOWOL TO TAQ’ AVTOD ToD Ayartiou 
TIQCOCOPEQOLEVOV, xai KAT’ AVTO và LETayEdipwow óAa tà ónoia rj£eógovoww Ekkànoaotá 
uèàn”. 
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whole Byzantine musical production to any other notational system, 
chosen in order to conserve the Byzantine musical tradition. 

Agapios Paliermos' attempts on notational reform have not been 
fruitful because they have been really radical, while, on the contrary, 
the new analytical method, which was finally chosen, was a bright system 
with several elements of the staff notation occurring beneath the Byzantine 
signs. It has been a brilliant combination of the two notational systems, 
the staff and the Byzantine one. Nevertheless, Agapios’ notational systems, 
clearly turned towards the Western notation and Ancient Greek music, 
have been the beginning of a sequence of similar attempts of the 
19t century, such as the notational system of Georgios Lesvios, 
the alphabetical systems of Bucharest and the one of Paisios of the 
Monastery of Xeropotamos, or the attempts to harmonize the Byzantine 
chant and, clearly, the whole „musical issue" of the beginning of the 20% 
cent”. 
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